In Ihe Ollce Action, clmm 1-40 md 44-60 were rejected. More spct incaliv, 

beis^g obvious over ! .S. I'aicm "^,^7S,8!'S { ['a>lon in \icxvol U,S, pAU:n\ 

• Clsim 2 was njjected luiiier 35 IJS.C. §l03^a) as being ob\ ious over I «yior .bi 
vknv oflshn aud fuftlia- in view of U,S, Patent 6,659,345 i SLikodiiK 

• Claims 7 and B. vifere rqrected mdtt 35 U.S,C. § 1.03<a) as being obvious o vcr 
Taylor m view of Ishii and fuithe^ i« vie%v of ILS, Patent. 5.892 J24 (Beaison ); 

• Claims 9- 1 0 and 25 were rejected under 35 IIS.C. § 1 03(a) being <>bvi<nj.s over 
Taylor isi viewof Ishii and tiirtherm %'iewof U,S< FaleM 6,,2.-^7.4Ho { I ciclK-i y. 

• Claims: 15 m4 16 were rejected tinder 35 U.S.C. §1 {>3{a i as bcinsi obvious over 
Tayior in view of Isliii and further in view of U.S. Patent 6J76.332 (AfleTf;; 

« (T-sin?s ■s^? and 2u \\cre rc|ected under 35 U,S,C. ^1(i3(d) as besng nhs Ioin over 
T;!\ 5;>r iu \ kw o!' [?hii and further in v iew vU^l-.S. Pawnt 0,4; ] .822 { Kraii^: 

• Cicu!-K-> 2i\ 2H''i 1 and 36-4t) sve^-e rejected under 35 U.S.f . ^ 1 03(a5 as being 
ob-v ious over 1 ayior in view of ishii; 

• CMm 21 was refected lavdet 35 U,S,C. §i03(a) as being obvious over faylor in 
view of ishii and ftmher in view of Sukcda: 

• Claims 32 : n \ a i^re rejected under 3 5 U.S.C, §103<a) as being. obvious iwr 
Taytor in view oi' ishii and funher in view of Beatson: 

» Claims 34 aid 35 wess rejeded under 35 U.SX'. §103(a) as bemg obvious over 
Taylor in view of Ishli and further in view or Toicher; 

• Claims 44, 46-49, 52-53 and 55-58 were rejectetl under 35 U.S.C. § l<13(at as 
i-'e^ng >>b\ ious over Tavlor in \ icw ttf hhis; 

• CMainiL^ 45 and 54 vserc rejected onder 35 if,S,C. §1 03(a) as: being obvious over 
Tayji -.f in \ k'\'^ of l^iiii and farther b view of Sukeda; and 

• Clmms 50-51 and 59-60 were reieclied under 35 U.S.C, >p03(a} as being obvioi«s 
over Taylor in view of Ishii and further in view of Beatson. 
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By tliis Aiii(;rKj?ricnt, clainis i, 17, 26, 40, 44 mid 52 have b<je.ii amended and dai,ms 2, 
27, 45 and 54 have been caiweied, Claitas "L 26, 44 md 52 have been amended io iiKiudc the 
limiU'Uions of old cMxns 2, 27, 45 and 54, respt^ctiveiy. Claims 17 and 40 have been anicisded ro 
correct minor lypographical errors. I'herefore, upon ejitry of this Response, claims 1, 3-26, 28- 
4(K 4-!, 46-53 and ^i5-6() are pending. For the reasons set K>ri:h hejeinbelovs. Apjiiic<inis 
icspccifully requcs?. (has. ihe rojeclions associated with the |>cndjng claitvis be withdrawn. 

Clai ms i mid 3-2S 

Applicants have herein amended independent claim 1 to include the limilatiom of 

CiW-ebd ciasm 2. 

l-irsi, Appiicaats submit thai claim i is woiiobvious over Taylor in view of Ishii (and in 
forllier view of Sukeda) becaase the cited reJlerences, either alooe or m eosifeiitsHiosi, fail to teach 
or suggest each and every iimitatioa of d&vm 1, See MVEP §2143 (stati.ng that one of the 
elejwntj! of a primaifiicie case t>f obviousness under § 103(a) is.thatthe prior art referenees must 
teach o;- suggest ail ihe claijn limitations). More pajlieulaiiy, Applicarns sab?r,i( that the 
Ci>'nh';i.;iion of ■ia>k^u l>\n\ and Sukcda fail to leuch or suggest, m-siong otho? tinnji.^, "ciublitig 
i):C ;v.k-cK;d d.ua ir.in.'^rcr uppi-calion ibr use by the user when the user •^atisties riuthcntication 
meehanism that is snde|>e«deat of the selected data transfer application" as recited in clahn 1. 

Ai^plicatits s^ifeTnit that aulhori/^tton process tatight by Taylor re(|uires the sitoissioR 
of a first aalhori:?atik>n code to enable access to tJie appiioaliojss on fee eard (See Taylor, Figure 
5, steps 144 m4 146) md the sabnitssion of a second airthorr/allon code whet^ an application is 
<1.\ltJ lj>'or. Figure &icp^ t96 and Ihus, .\ppiicams ^ubsnii that Ihe 

authun/aiicsu process taught by l ay lor is dependetu upon - not indcpendeai of - ihe selected 
data lrars:v;cr appucauosi as recited in claim i . 

Appllcauts also submit tiiat Ishii fails io remedy the defects of Fayior vvidi respect to 
claim L Appb^caxits a§?ee with (lie Eixajssinsr's determiaation that the combination of Taylor md 
Ishii fails to teach or sugcest. among other things, "enabling a ^ejected data tra.n--tt'r application 
for use by 5he ikser wh^n the user sutislles an authentication mocha; liL^ni that iv independent of 
the selected data irfiiisfcr apphcatiorr as recited in chiim 1 . 

Applicants further subaiit that Sukeda fads to teach or snggcst "'enabling a selected daia 
tr^msfer application Ibr nse by the user when the user satisfies an autheruicauon mechanism that 
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.i.s indepeiuleiU oi the sekcled dal^ trar.sicr applicaijoir" as recked in clmm 1 . Suked^ is ciicd as 
ieachmg a smart card. (1 10) compming a processf>r fbr rights to play (21 3) for aiUiientkatiag the 
right of play (222 and 222\) for executing application or module mdependeiitly. f^:)wever, 
^'Applicants submit thai the authcniicatioii smechaiiism taught by Sukala is performed on s game 
b>- game basis, Tbiis, Appbcanis submit thai the authori/iuion process taught b> Suicda ii 
dt'pemitiK i?pi~-n not sudependent of - the .seimcd data transfer uppiicaliou as recited -n chum 

Therefore, iw tl>e reasons set forth hereinabove. Applicants submit that claim I is 
nonob-vioiis over the comynation of Taylor, Ishii and Stikeda because the cited references, either 
;done or ii? combination, fail to teach ar suggest each and ever>^ f imitation of elaini i. See Ml^EP 
^2\4?y id. VppiioanLs further submit that chiims 3-25, which depend from elain? I, arc also 
nonob\ioas o\-erthc cited roleretu^es ,v\ \!!'i-F ^,"'M •> w-i s-iaus.,' Vwn i'\\n nKiependent dains 
is nonohviou.^ under I03«a), iher: any oiaini depending ihcrctVorji ->, r:oh\ iousi 

Second, .Applicants submit that claim 1 is nonobviotjs mf:r 'ra>1or in vicn of isliii 
(and m further vi«w <rf Sakeda) foecsmtse flie «ited r^Urmcm Ml te provide the sugge,stio« 
or itiotH-attoa fo modify Taylor to reaiiise tli« layealioit mited in claim }, See MPEP §2!43 
(stiiiifu;;, Shat one ■.d'tl c elcinesiks ofa prim-i facie ca,\c orohviousnc-s,^ under s'lO^ia) Is ihat there 
mttst be sonic sus,<i,'csUun or inotivatiou nuKliiv she rcferenec or to combine rcfcrenee 
teachings). 

The Exainirscr has determined that it would liave bcca obvious to one of ordmary skill in 
the <iri at tlie time the iir. cnuon was made to iucorporate the teachings of Sukcda ia the teachings 
of the combination of Taybr aiid Ishii. AppltcanJs respeetfoUy disagree v iih this dctemiiuation 
and mtc that there is no s^gestios or motivation to make the proposed modillcatioii if tiie 
pmposcxi 5v^'i.Jij*K;:u;on wouid rendcf prior aj1 inv'ention being modilied unsaii-ifactory tor its 
intended purpose. ,Si e MPEP § 2143.01 . 

1 suhnsi ha^ ii<. ^on isr at ov liv rrtin-appbK..\un u« 'd of 

'l ayloi- and the eelluhr phone of i^hii with the gaming application of Sukcda would rcni^,cs ihe 
eclhjla;- phi-nc ujK^atisfacusrs lor its intended purpose. Ishii cheeks 'Ahvthcr the inserted sC cas J 
is a cretiit card or a prepaid card. See Isha, col. 6, il. If the data on the IC card is ahnonnal, 
mn message stating such abi^omiaHly is indicated. Si'e hi, col -4, II, 24-27. in other words. If the 
\C card inserted into the eeOuiar phone of Lshii is not one of a credit card or ;i n- epaid e .--.l, an 
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fibnonnal operation 3s indicated, S^ukeda does mi teach a credit card or a prepaid card, but u 4ate 
card for playing gaming applicatiojtis. As such, the combination of Taylor, fsyi and Sukeda 
wtatki fesuit m mt hu>peralive .system. Therefore, Applicants submit that claim 1 is aonobvious 
over ihe cited refcrestce.s, and further submit that claims 3-25, which depend from cUuni i, arc 
also nonob\ sous ovcj Ihc cued rcib-enccs. See MP!;P §2]4.>.03. 

Accordingly, for the reasons set foith hei-eiaabove, AppHcaiiB request ihat the 
§y>3fa)rejeclion$ associated with claims 1 as>d 3-25 be wtthdiawri. 

Oaiig$26aftd 28-40 

canceled claitn 27. Therel^ore. claim 26 has been amended in a manner similar to that oi claint 1 , 
Aceordiiigiy, ^or msimns ^mi\M to those set forth h«reimb<tve wi^h respect to cMim I 
and 3-25, Applicants submit that ciatms 26 aiid 28-40 are nonobvious over the references oi' 
rei^ord and request that the § 1 03(a) rejections s^soctated with ckkm 26 aacl 2^-40 he wltljdrax'i.'n. 

Oa»tj s 44 a »{l 46-5 .1 

Applicants have herein anended independent claim 44 to include the limitations of 
caaceied ciaiBi 45. Theretbre, clainr 44 has hem amended m a m^n^t similar u> that of c iaiiTt 1 . 

Accordingly, tor reasons similai- to those set forth hereinabove witii respect to claims I 
and 3-2S, Ajjplieaitts subtnit thai rliuro- -i \ ,sa>i arc uonobvions over the references of 

record and reqtie^ that the §l()3(a) rejections associated with claims 44 and 46-51 be withdraw n. 

<:iaii»s 52-53 and S5~6i> 

Applicants have herein amended independent ciaiin 52 io include the UiriitauoriS of 
canceled claim 54. Therefbre, claini 52 hm been aittetided m a «iatiaer at^alogous to that of 
ciaini I. 

.'\ccordingl>', for reasons analogous to those set forth hereinabove with respect to claims 
I md 3-25, Applicants submit ihat claims 52, 53 and 55-60 are nosobvious over the references 
of record ai^d reqaest that the § 1 03(a) rejections associated with claims 52, 53 and .55-60 I.k> 
^athdrawifn^ 
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€ONCLl33iON 

Applicant respectfully requests a Notice of Allosvmcc for the pending ciainis hi 



this appljCiUioa. If tJie Bxamiaer beileves that personal comiBOiiicstioft will expedite the 
proseciUion of this application, the lixaminer is respectibily retpjesleci to contact the unde^-siyj-ed 
at tlio t^-lepijone nurniv ii^tcJ k'lou 

In ihii iivml ihai an additional fee i?; required for this respoxisc, the t'onunissioncr is 
hereby authori/^<sd to chmgc mch fees ^ Dejpo&it Accouftt Mo. 50-0436. 



Pepper Hamiiion LL¥ 
One hMlm Center. 50*^ Moor 
500 Grant Street 
Pittshursj!-, P\ i-v:r> 
Telepho!:^ -n \.-]'-^Mm 
Facsirrsiie; 4 ) 2.2 is 5 A)7'\ 7 



Sespectfutiv submitted. 
PEPPER i f AMILIXJN iJ.P 




Reg, No. 54,163 



